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Thi% matrix of hourty rates for atlomeys of varying m^^mimmsB levels and paralagals/law derks 
has been prepared t>y ^m CM Division of the Umted Stafe^ AHomey's Office fof ll>e DiSlrct of 
Coiumbia The matnx is intended to be used m cases in wftch a "tee-shrfting " statute permits 
the prevatiing party to r^ixj^t^r "re3Sonat>le" attorney's fees Sbb, e g , 42 U S C § 2000e-5<k) 
(TrtJe VU of ttie 1964 Civ« Rights Act). 5 U S C § 552(aK4KE) (Freedom of Information Act), 28 
use § 2412 (b) (Equal Access to Justjce Act) The mabix does nc^ appty »n cases in wNct! 
the hourly rate is limited by statute See 26 U S C § 2412(d) 

This matnx iS bas^ on the hourly rates ailowecj by the Distnct Court in LB&By ¥. Northwest 
Aktiams. inc , 572 F Supp 354 {D D C 1983), a^ m part, mv'd m pmt on t^mr groumis. 746 
F.2d 4 (D C Cir 1984)/ cert cfen*ecf. 472 US 1021 {1SS5) It is commonly r^cfred to by 
attomays and l^deraJ judges m the Distnct of Columbia as the "Laffey Matrw** or the "United 
Sta^s Attorney's Office Matnx " The cotymn headed "Expenenoe" refers lo the years kyiiowing 
tf^ Forney's graduation from taw schoot The various "brackets'" are intended to corresporKl 
to "imum assoaates" (1-3 years aflef law^ sdtmoi graduation), "'sentc^ assoaates" (4-7 years), 
"eatpen^^ced federal court Irtigatofs'* ($-10 myi 1119 years), and "very experience federal 
couft If&gn&jTS" (20 years or more) See La/%f . 572 F Supp, at 371 

The hot^ rates approved by the District Court in Laffey ^ere for worfc done pr inc^Hy in 
1^1-62. The Matrix t>@gins with those fates See Laf^y. 572 F Suf^ at 371 (attorney rates) 

& 388 n 74 (paralegaf and law derk rate) The rates for subsequent yearly penods were 
determified by addrng the change in the cost of living for the VA^shmgton, D C a/ea to the 
applicable rate fm the prior year, and then rounding to the nearest multiple of S5 (up If within S3 
of the nesrt multipie of $5). The result is subject lo adjustment if appropriate to ensure that the 
relationship between the highest rate and the lower rates r^nairts reasonably constant 
Clianges m the cost c^ Mn§ are measured by the Consumer Pnce index fm M Urban 
Coisum^B (CPI-U) for Washington-Batumore. DC-MD VA-VW, as announcsd by the Bureau 
c^ Lalxx Statistics for May of ^^ year. 

Use of an updated Laf^y Matrix was imf^icitly endonad by the CoutI c^ Appeals in Save Oar 
Ciimbertand Mountaim v HoC^. 857 F 2d 1516. 1525 (DC Cir 1988) (eci bare) The Court c^ 
Appeals sutisequentty stated Ihgt parties may refy m the updated LB^y Matrix prepared by 
the United S^es Attorney's Office as evidence of pf evafling market rates for litigation counsel 
m the Washington. DC ^^a See Cornigton v District of Cokimbfa. 57 F 3d 1 101. 1 105 a n 
14. 1109 (D C Cir 1995), c&rf denied, 516 US 1115 (1996) Lower federal cmMts in the 
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Distm^ of Columbia have used this ypdatad Laffey Matnx when dtetemiining whefjier fee 
3wards unctef fee-sNfbng staples me feasonabte See, bq, BlackmBn v Oisinct ^ Cokjmbia, 
59 r Sypp 2d 37 43 (D C 1&99); Jeflterson v Mlh^efs System Technotogy. tm . 9m F 
Supp, 6. 1 1 (D D C 1997), Raiph f^>ar & Assodates v. NailH^hway Tmnspoftatim Safety 
A(tnm. 985 F Stw» 1 9-10 r^ 3 (D D C 1997); Marft/i/ v Fed NatlMfgAssn, 977 F Su|^ 
4S2. 465 n.2 (D,0,C. 1997); Pa/t v Howard Untyersffy. 861 F Sapp, 653. 654 (D D C 1995), 
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